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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

87(i.  Misbranding  of  "  Standard  Protexol."  U.  S.  v.  Standard  Clieniical 
Mfg.  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1179.  Dom.  Nos.  16913, 
16915.) 

At  the  April  1923  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and  for 
the  District  of  Nebraska,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  said  district,  acting 
upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  district  court  afore- 
said an  information  against  the  Standard  Chemical  Manufacturing  Company, 
a  corporation,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910,  in  two  consignments  namely,  on  or  about  July  22,  and  July 
29,  1921,  respectively,  from  the  State  of  Nebraska  into  the  State  of  Iowa,  of 
quantities  of  "Standard  Protexol,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  a 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  the  information  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the 
article  for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  to  wit, 
"  Napthalene,  15%  ;  Creosote  Oil,  2.58%  *  *  * ;  Total  Active  Ingredients, 
17.653%;  Inert  Ingredients,  82.347%;  borne  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  pail 
containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  napthalene 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  15  per  centum,  contained  creosote  oil  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  2.58  per  centum,  and  contained  total  active  ingre- 
dients, that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  17.653  per  centum  and  con- 
tained inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  82.347 
per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  said  article  contained  napthalene 
in  a  proportion  less  than  15  per  centum,  contained  creosote  oil  in  a  proportion 
less  than  2.58  per  centum,  and  contained  total  active  ingredients  in  a  pro- 
portion less  than  17.653  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion 
greater  than  82.347  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  said  portion  of  the  article  for 
the  further  reason  that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Use 
Standard  Protexol  and  stop  your  live  stock  loses  from  lice  and  other  body 
vermin."  borne  on  the  circular  accompanying  the  said  portion  of  the  article, 
and  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  Hogs — Sprinkle  lightly  on  the  animals  or  in 
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the  Sleeping  quarters  once  or  twice  a  week.  For  Horses  an  1  Cattle — Sprinkle 
lightly  in  the  stalls  or  sheds  once  or  twice  a  week,  *  *  *  For  Calves  and 
Colts — Sprinkle  lightly  over  them  twice  a  week.  *  *  *  For  Sitting  Hens — 
Sprinkle  freely  in  nests  and  then  place  a  thin  layer  of  hay  or  straw  over 
it,  *  *  *  "  home  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  pail  containing  the  said  portion 
of  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  hy  reason  of  the  said  statements 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  as  directed, 
would  he  effective  against  lice  on  hogs,  horses,  cattle,  calves  and  colts,  and 
that  it  would  he  effective  against  all  insects  that  infest  sitting  hens,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article,  when  used  and  applied  as  directed,  would 
not  he  effective  against  lice  on  hoys,  horses,  cattle,  calves  or  colts,  nor  would 
it  he  effective  against  all  insects  that  infest  sitting  hens. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  involved  in  both  con- 
signments for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  to  wit: 

"  Do  you  ever  have  trouble  with  LICE  on  your  horses,  cows,  calves,  colts, 
hogs  or  chickens  *  *  *.  Get  some  Standard  Protexol  for  your  lousy  hogs. 
Pa  says  it's  the  only  stuff  for  winter  use.  and  pa  knows.  Get  rid  of  Lee 
without  dipping.  *  *  *  Standard  Protexol  will  absolutely  rid  your  hogs, 
calves,  colts,  horses  *  *  *  of  all  of  the  body  vermin  that  infest  them.  Dfl  ! 
Standard  Protexol  and  stop  your  live  stock  losses  from  lice  and  other  body 
vermin.  *  *  *  How  to  use  Standard  Protexol  *  *  *  For  bogs,  simply 
sprinkle  in  the  sleeping  places,  or  lightly  on  the  animals.  *  *  *  Besides 
ridding  them  of  the  vermin,  it  is  a  deodorizer  and  insecticide.  For  cattle  and 
calves,  simply  sprinkle  lightly  along  the  back.  *  *  *  For  poultry,  make 
a  dust  bath  in  the  poultry  yard,  or  take  the  fowl  by  the  feet  and  dust  lightly 
into  the  feathers.  For  lice  on  horses,  sprinkle  lightly  along  the  back  *  *  *. 
Standard  Protexol  is  the  original  dry  powder  for  the  extermination  of  lice 
and  body  vermin.  *  *  *  Standard  Protexol  is  a  dry  powder  substitute  for 
Liquid  Dip  *  *  *  which  will  quickly  rid  farm  animals  and  farm  premises 
of  lice  and  other  vermin  *  *  *  You  will  like  Standard  Protexol,  *  *  * 
because  it  gets  rid  of  the  lice  and  body  vermin  on  your  stock."  borne  on  the 
circular  accompanying  the  pail  and  drums  containing  the  article,  were  false 
find  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  lice 
on  horses,  cows,  calves,  colts,  hogs  and  chickens,  would  get  rid  of  lice  on 
animals  without  dipping,  would  rid  hogs,  calves,  colts  and  horses  of  all  body 
vermin,  would  be  effective  against  lice  and  all  other  body  vermin  on  live  stock, 
would  be  effective  against  lice  on  hogs,  and  would  rid  hogs  of  all  vermin, 
would  be  efficacious  in  the  treatment  of  cattle  for  lice  and  would  be  effective 
against  all  Insects  that  infest  poultry,  would  be  effective  against  lice  on  horses, 
would  he  efficacious  for  the  extermination  of  all  lice  and  body  vermin,  and 
would  rid  farm  animals  and  farm  premises  of  lice  and  all  other  vermin, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth  it  would  not. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the  article  for  the 
further  reason  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  substances 
other  than  naphthalene,  nicotine  and  creosote  oil.  which  said  inert  substances 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  Inert  substances  or 
ingredients  SO  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all. 
on  each  or  either  of  the  <1  ruins  containing  the  said  portion  of  the  article,  nor 
in  lieu  thereof  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
Ingredient  <>f  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances,  so  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all  on  each  or  either  of  the  said  drums. 

On  May  s.  T.ij:?.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $25, 

Hkm;v  C.  Waij.ack. 

Secretary  of  A<n  unit mc 

877.  Misbranding  «>f  "Waraock'i  Tree  Paint."  i  .  v.  Robert  Warnoelc, 
(International  Pear  Blta*bl  Care  Mannfaetnrtng  Company.)  Plea  of 
iruiltv.     Fine  «5  mnl  co»<».     it.  &  F.  No.  C,S1.     I  »oin.  No.  lO.-.SO.i 

On  .Tune  11.  l!rj<>.  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
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Robert  Warnock,  trading  as  the  International  Pear  Blight  Cure  Manufacturing 
Company,  Independence,  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March  23,  1916,  from  the  State  of 
Missouri  into  the  State  of  Colorado,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Warnock's  Tree  Paint ", 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  said  article,  to  wit : 

"  First  remove  the  ground  down  to  the  brace  roots.  Clean  the  parts  to  be 
painted.  Remove  the  shell  bark  from  the  bodies  of  the  trees.  Prepare  the  paint 
by  keeping  the  paint  bucket  in  a  larger  bucket  that  contains  hot  water  or  hot 
ashes.  The  paint  should  be  about  the  temperature  of  new  milk.  Apply  the 
paint  with  a  good  brush  on  bodies  and  lower  parts  of  the  large  limbs,  well  up. 
Paint  as  the  first  coat  of  a  building.  Do  not  paint  the  roots.  If  trees  have 
Crown  Gall  or  Collar  Rot,  paint  the  diseased  parts  heavier  than  the  balance 
of  the  body.  In  painting  canker  blotches,  extend  the  coat  of  paint  several 
inches  above  and  below  the  .diseased  part  and  clean  round  the  limb.  Do  not 
cut  out  the  canker  blotches,  the  wound  would  never  bark  over.  The  paint  kills 
the  bacteria  and  new  bark  will  form  and  the  old;  bark  will  shell  off.  To  pre- 
vent and  cure  blight,  the  paint  must  penetrate  to  the  cambium  layer  and  taint 
the  sap.  If  the  bark  is  thick  the  trees  may  require  repainting  after  the  first 
is  entirely  absorbed.  This  is  determined  by  making  a  small  opening  in  the 
bark.  Cut  out  the  large  blighted  limbs  and  paint  the  cut.  Do  not  cut  out  the 
blighting  twigs;  the  new  growth  will  soon  hide  them.  Stone  fruit  trees 
do  not  blight.  Their  bark  is  thin.  A  light  coat  of  paint  will  protect  them  from 
rabbits,  mice,  borers  and  San  Jose  scale.  The  scale  is  a  sap  sucker ;  it  can 
not  live  on  tainted  sap.  Do  not  paint  when  the  trees  are  damp  or  frozen. 
Paint  all  seasons  of  the  year.  Trees  that  are  set  in  the  fall  should  not 
be  painted  until  the  following  spring.  Newly  planted  trees  should  not  be 
painted  until  after  they  commence  growing.  Do  not  replace  the  earth  until  the 
bark  has  had  time  to  absorb  the  paint.  Shake  the  container  before 
removing  any  of  the  paint.  Keep  the  paint  well  stirred  while  being  used. 
These  directions  are  important  and  best  results  can  not  be  obtained  unless 
they  are  complied  with.  The  intelligent  use  of  Warnock's  tree  paint  will  cure 
the  worst  cases  of  blight.  With  its  use  fruit  trees  can  be  as  easily  grown  as 
Cottonwoods." 

were  false  and  misleading  in  that  the  said  statements  represented  that  the 
article,  when  prepared,  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  di- 
rected thereby,  would  be  effective  against  the  disease  known  as  collar  rot  on 
fruit  trees,  would  kill  the  bacteria  in  canker  blotches  on  fruit  trees,  would 
prevent  and  would  cure  the  disease  of  fruit  trees  known  as  blight,  and  would 
protect  stone  fruit  trees  from  borers  and  San  Jose  scale,  and  that  by  the  use 
of  the  said  article  fruit  trees  could  be  grown  as  easily  as1  cottonwood  trees, 
and  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  was  labeled  as  aforesaid  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article,  when 
prepared,  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  thereby, 
would  be  effective  against  the  disease  known  as  collar  rot  on  fruit-trees, 
would  kill  the  bacteria  in  canker  blotches  on  fruit  trees,  would  prevent 
and  would  cure  the  disease  of  fruit  trees  known  as  blight,  and  would  pro- 
tect stone  fruit  trees  from  borers  and  San  Jose  scale,  and  that  by  the  use 
of  the  article  fruit  trees  could  be  grown  as  easily  as  cottonwood  trees,  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  article,  when  prepared,  used  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  be 
effective  against  the  disease  known  as  collar  rot  on  fruit  trees,  would  not 
kill  the  bacteria  in  canker  blotches  on  fruit  trees,  would  not  prevent  and  would 
not  cure  the  disease  of  fruit  trees  known  as  blight,  and  would  not  protect 
stone  fruit  trees  from  borers  and  San  Jose  scale,  and  by  the  use  of  the  said 
article  fruit  trees  could  not  be  as  easily  grown  as  cottonwood  trees. 

On  November  8,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  in- 
formation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5  and  costs. 

Henky  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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87S.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "Insect  Powder  ".  I*,  g.  --.  Oilman 
Brothers,  Inc.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fines  82.  (I.  &  I  Nos.  755, 
871.    Dom.  Nos.  14306,  15332.) 

On  November  14,  1919,  and  June  3,  1920,  respectively,  the  United  States 
Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  said 
district,  two  informations  against  Gilman  Brothers,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  Bos- 
ton, Mass.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  August  10,  1918  and  July  19,  1919,  respectively,  from 
the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  of  quantities 
of  "  Insect  Powder ",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  informations  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder  ",  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  purported  and  pro- 
fessed that  its  standard  and  quality  were  that  of  pure  insect  powder,  that  is 
to  say,  that  it  was  composed  wholly  of  the  pulverized  flower  heads  of  a 
species  or  species  of  the  chrysanthemum  or  pyrethrum  plant  having  insecticidal 
properties,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said 
standard  and  quality,  in  that  it  was  not  pyre  insect  powder,  that  is  to 
say,  it  was  not  composed  wholly  of  the  pulverized  flower  heads  of  the  said 
plant.  Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement, 
to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder "  appearing  in  the  said  label  represented  that  the 
article  was  pure  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  was  composed  wholly 
of  the  pulverized  flower  heads  of  a  species  or  species  of  chrysanthemum  or 
pyrethrum  plant  having  insecticidal  properties,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact 
it  was  not,  but  a  substance,  to  wit,  the  pulverized  flower  tissues  of  the  field 
daisy  which  does  not  and  did  not  have  insecticidal  properties  had  been 
substituted  in  part  for  the  pulverized  flower  heads  of  a  species  or  species 
of  the  chrysanthemum  or  pyrethrum  plant. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder,"  borne  on  the  said  labels  was  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  ar- 
ticle was  pure  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  was  composed  wholly  of  the 
pulverized  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  the  chrysanthemum  or  pyrethrum  plant 
having  insecticidal  properties,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  was  not  com- 
posed wholly  of  the  pulverized  flower  heads  of  the  said  plant  but  did  consist 
partially  of  the  pulverized  flower  tissues  of  the  field  daisy. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  the  pulverized  flower  tissues  of  the  plant 
known  as  the  field  daisy,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at 
all.  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article;  nor, 
in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  said  packages. 

On  December  1,  1922,  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  informations  were  en- 
tered on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $1  in 
each  case. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

871).  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  MCre«oneM.  U.  s.  v.  Ralpb  B. 
Crocker  (Saltonlc  Company).  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Pine  $20 
and  ooxtN.     (I.  &  F.  No.  Id.",  I.     Dom.  No.  16913.) 

On  September  13,  1021.  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  Information  against  Ralph 
R.  Crocker,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Saltonlc 
Company,  Council  Bluffs,  Io\v;i.  alleging  tbc  shipment  by  the  said  defendant  on 
or  about  March  30.  1920,  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of  South  Dakota, 
of  ;i  Quantity  dt  an  article  contained  in  twelve  runs,  labeled  "Oresone,"  which 
was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
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Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ments, to  wit,  "  Cresone — A  Coal  Tar  Creosote  Dip  *  *  *  Cresone  Dip — Coal 
Tar  Creosote,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article  did 
purport  and  profess  that  the  article  was  a  coal  tar  creosote  dip ;  whereas,  an- 
other substance,  to  wit,  paraffinoid  oils,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the 
article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  regarding  the  ar- 
ticle, to  wit :  "  Cresone — A  Coal  Tar  Creosote  Dip  *  *  *  Cresone  Dip. 
Coal  Tar  Creosote  *  *  *  Use  it  in  *  *  *  every  place  *  *  *  vermin 
breed,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  purported, 
represented  and  professed  that  the  article  was  a  coal  tar  creosote  dip  and 
that,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and  va- 
rieties of  vermin ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  a  coal  tar 
creosote  dip,  but  did  contain  a  large  proportion  of  paraffinoid  oils,  and  the 
article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  of  vermin. 

On  February  27,  1923,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

880.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Insect  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  One 
Barrel  of  "  Insect  Powder."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture and  sale.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1077.    S.  No.  120.) 

On  August  1,  1921,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculure,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  of  one  barrel  of  "  Insect  Powder."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that 
the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  June  30,  1921,  by  McCormick  &  Com- 
pany, Baltimore,  Md.,  from  the  State  of  Maryland  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  and 
that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken 
package  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
words  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder  ",  appearing  in  the  label 
borne  on  the  barrel  containing  the  said  article,  purported  and  professed  that 
the  standard. and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  consisted  entirely 
of  insect  powder,  to  wit,  powdered  flower  tissues  of  certain  species  of  pyre- 
thrum  possessing  insecticidal  properties;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of 
the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist  entirely  of  insect  powder, 
but  did  consist  of  a  mixture  of  insect  powder  and  powdered  daisy  flower  tissues. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  words  regarding  the 
articles,  to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder  ",  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  the  said 
barrel,  purported  and  represented  that  the  article  consisted  entirely  of  insect 
powder,  to  wit,  powdered  flower  tissues  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum  possess- 
ing insecticidal  properties ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist 
entirely  of  insect  powder,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  powdered  daisy  flower 
tissues,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  regarding  the  article, 
to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder  ",  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  the  said  barrel,  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  words  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
and  professed  that  the  said  article  consisted  entirely  of  insect  powder,  to  wit, 
powdered  flower  tissues  of  certain  species  of  pyrethrum  possessing  insecticidal 
properties ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist  entirely  of  insect 
powder,  but  did  consist  of  a  mixture  of  insect  powder  and  powdered  daisy 
flower  tissues. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  par- 
tially of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  powdered  daisy  flower  tissues,  which  said 
inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  therein  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the 
barrel  containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
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insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stance so  present  therein,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  any  lahel  horne  on  or 
affixed  to  the  said  barrel. 

On  or  about  April  G,  1923,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property, 
Judgment  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that  the 
product  should  be  sold  by  the  United  States  marshal  after  having  been  re 
labeled  by  removing  or  obliterating  the  words  "  Insect  Powder  Ground  from 
Closed  Insect  Flowers,  McCormick  &  Co."  and  relabeling  it  as  follows:  44  Insec- 
ticide Powder  Active  Ingredient:  Insect  Powder  80%,  Inert  Ingredient  20%." 

Henry  C.  Wallace^ 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

881.  Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  "  Hi^h  Coefficient  Disinfectant.'* 
U.  S.  v.  Dndley  J.  Bnchrnch  and  Leonard  B.  Schwarcz,  (Clifton 
Chemical  Company).     Pleas  of  guilty.     Find  S20.     (P.  &  I).  No.  1100. 

Dom.  No.  15740.) 

On  January  19.  1022,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
Dudley  J.  P.achrach  and  Leonard  B.  Schwarcz,  trading  as  the  Clifton  Chemical 
Company.  New  York.  X.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants,  in  violation 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or  about  February  26,  1921.  from  the  State 
of  New  York  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  of  a  quantity  of  44  High  Coefficient 
Disinfectant."  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act.  The  article  was  invoiced  as  44  5  Gallons  of  High  Coefficient 
Disinfectant." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit.  44  The  coefficiency  of  the  Dis- 
infectant we  shipped  you  was  six  tested  according  to  the  Hygienic  Laboratory 
method  which  is  equal  to  7*  R.  W."  borne  in  a  letter  transmitted  by  the  shipper 
to  the  consignee  of  the  said  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  had  a  coefficiency  of  -4  (> "  when 
tested  according  to  the  hygienic  laboratory  method,  or  of  44  7A  '*  when  tested 
according  to  the  Rfdeal  Walker  method  :  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of 
the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was 
sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  had  a  coefficiency  less  than  44  6  ".  when 
tested  according  to  the  hygienic  laboratory  method,  and  had  a  coefficiency  less 
than  44  74  "v  when  tested  according  to  the  Rideal  Walker  method. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  consisted  partially 
of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
the  said  inert  substance  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  package  containing  the  article, 
nor.  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  :i!iv  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  package. 

On  January  2:5.  1922.  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

1  Iinkv  C.  Wai.t.ack. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture 

B88    Ldoltemtlon    mul    mi  sbrandlnff   «»f    "Soluble    Pine    Compound  *  or 
••s,,iuM«-  pine  oil  Disinfectant.*'    IT.  >.  v.  The  Welffle  <  <>•     Plea  «»« 
nolo  contendere.    Wne  820  and  <-ost*.    (I.  A  l     N     ill".     Dom.  Not. 
UHW1.  KJtWr,.  lf.ti'.t."..  10721,  lt;s:,7.  IOSCO.  1000.-.  1GOS2.  16.V28.) 
On  June  IP.  1922.  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 

Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  I >is- 

fcrid  Court  Of  the  United  Stntes  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The 

Weigle  Company,  n  corporation,  trading  as  the  Chemical  supply  Company, 

Cleveland,  CWliO,  alleging  shipment  by  Bald  company,  in  violation  of  the  In- 
secticide Act  of  in  various  consignments,  between  the  dates  of  April  8, 
1P2<).  and  August  21>.  1021.  from  the  State  of  Ohio  int..  the  Suites  of  Utah, 
Alabama.  Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  Colorado.  Rhode  Island,  New  York  and  Iowm. 

respectively,  of  quantities  of  an  article  designated  us  ••Soluble  Pine  Com- 
pound" or  "Soluble  Tine  Oil  I  Msinfectant."  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.  The  article  was  shipped 
in  barrels,  half-barrels,  drums  and  cans.     The  greater  portion  thereof  was 
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invoiced  as  "  Soluble  Pine  Disinfectant."  or  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant." 
Three  cans  of  the  product  were  described  by  the  shipper  in  a  letter  to  the 
consignee  as  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  The  remainder  of  the  said 
product  was  shipped  in  response  to  an  order  for  three  barrels  of  "  Pine 
Oil  Disinfectant." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Compound  Inert 
Matter  8%  Water"  (or  "Inert  Matter  9%  Water")  appearing  in  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  barrels,  half-barrels,  drums  or  cans,  as  the  case  might  be,  con- 
taining a  portion  of  the  said  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  matter  or  sub- 
stances, that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  eight  per 
centum,  or  nine  per  centum,  as  the  case  might  be ;  whereas,  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which 
it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  contain  and  consist  of  inert 
matter  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  the  amounts  alleged  in  the  said  labels, 
namely,  greater  than  eight  per  centum,  and  greater  than  nine  per  centum,  as 
the  case  might  be. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  remainder  of  the  article  in 
that  the  words,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  "  borne  in  the  invoice 
covering  a  portion  of  the  article,  and  contained  in  the  letter  describing  a 
portion  thereof,  and  the  words,  to  wit,  "  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant "  contained 
in  the  order  in  response  to  which  a  portion  of  the  product  was  shipped,  are 
commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a 
substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together 
with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and  general  under- 
standing and  acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
article  were  represented  to  be  such  that  it  consisted  entirely  of  a  substance 
or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble 
agents ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
it  did  not  consist  entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  pro- 
duced from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  but  did  consist  partially 
of  a  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  with  respect  to  all  the  said  article  for  the  further 
reason  that  the  words,  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Disinfect- 
ant," "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant "  or  "  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  borne  on 
the  said  invoices,  order  or  letter,  as  the  case  might  be,  purported  and  repre- 
sented and  are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and 
to  apply  to  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees, 
together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  article  was  represented 
to  consist  entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from 
pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did 
not  so  consist,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  had  been  substituted 
in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  was  an  imitation  and 
was  offered  for  sale  and  sold  under  the  name  of  another  article.  Misbranding 
was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  greater  portion  of  the  article  for  the  further 
reason  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit, 
water  and  mineral  oil,  which  said  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label,  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or 
any  of  the  barrels,  half-barrels,  drums  or  cans  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in 
lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  or  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any 
of  the  said  barrels,  half-barrels,  drums  and  cans. 

On  March  20,  1923,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and 
costs. 

Henky  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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883.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Cloro  Modo  Disinfectant."     U.  S. 

v.  The  Weigrle  Co.     Plea  of  nolo  contendere.     Fine  $20  and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1120.     Doid.  Nos.  16685,  IUC.04.) 

On  April  17,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The  Weigle 
Company,  a  corporation,  trading  under  the  name  of  the  Chemical  Supply  Com- 
pany, Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  in  two  consignments,  namely,  on  or  about  June  18.  and 
July  6,  1921,  respectively,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Colorado, 
of  quantities  of  "  Cloro  Modo  Disinfectant which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Cloro  Modo  Disinfectant  Inert 
Matter  87o  water  ",  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  each  of  the  barrels  con- 
taining the  article  involved  in  the  shipment  of  June  18,  1921,  and  the  state- 
ment regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Cloro  Modo  Disinfectant  Inert  Matter 
10%  Water,"  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  each  of  the  drums  containing  the 
article  involved  in  the  remaining  shipment,  purported  and  professed  that  the 
standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert 
matter,  or  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  eight 
per  centum,  or  ten  per  centum,  as  the  case  might  be;  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under 
which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  inert 
substances  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  the  amounts  alleged  in  the  re- 
spective labels,  namely,  more  than  eight  per  centum,  and  more  than  ten  per 
centum,  as  the  case  might  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  consisted  partially 
of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil.  which  said 
inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  i>r  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  barrels  and  drums 
containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  so 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on 
or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  barrels  and  drums. 

On  March  20,  1923,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and 
costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretin  }/  of  Agriculture. 

884.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Coal  T:ir  compound  "  and  "  Dinfn- 

fectant."  U.  S.  v.  The  Weigrle  Co.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine 
$20  and  <»osts.     (I.  ft  F.  No.  111':*.     Dom.  Nos.  16650,  17033.) 

On  July  2.1,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohi<»,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The  Weiirle 
Company,  a  corporation,  trading  as  the  Chemical  Supply  Company.  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  alleging  that  on  or  about  September  19,  1921,  the  said  defendant  did 
deliver  for  shipment  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Wisconsin, 
in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  a  quantity  of  "  Coal  Tar  Compound," 
and  that  on  or  about  .Inly  30,  1921,  the  said  defendant  did  ship  from  the 
State  of  OhtO  into  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  in  violation  of  the  said  act, 

a  quantity  of  "Disinfectant,"  which  delivery  for  shipment  and  shipment  In- 
volved a  product  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and 
Fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.  The  product  involved  in  the  delivery 
for  shipment  to  Wisconsin  was  sold  as  "#1  Goal  Tar  Dip."  The  product  in- 
volved in  the  consignment  into  New  Hampshire  was  invoiced  as  "#1  C.  T. 
I  Hp  ivc  I  >is." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  by  reason 
of  the  sale  of  a  portion  thereof  as  "#1  Coal  Tar  Dip,"  a  term  commonly  and 
generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a  mixture  consist- 
ing entirely  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together  with  soluble 
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agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  figures,  letters  and  words,  regarding  the  article, 
to  wit,  "#1  C.  T.  Dip  &  Dis.,"  borne  on  the  invoice  covering  the  remainder 
thereof,  and  which  are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to 
mean  and  to  apply  to  a  mixture  consisting  entirely  of  oils  derived  and  produced 
from  coal  tar,  together  with  soluble  agents,  the  article  was  represented  to  con- 
sist entirely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together 
with  soluble  agents ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell 
below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  so  consist,  but  did  consist  of  a  mixture  of  oils 
obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  mineral 
oil. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  by  reason  of  the  said 
sale  and  of  the  words  appearing  in  the  said  invoice,  the  article  was  represented 
to  consist  entirely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar, 
together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist 
entirely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together 
with  soluble  agents,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  had  been  sub- 
stituted in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  a  portion  of  the  article  was 
sold  as  "#1  Coal  Tar  Dip  ",  a  term  commonly  and  generally  understood  and 
accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a  mixture  consisting  entirely  of  oils  obtained 
and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  the  remainder 
thereof  was  invoiced  as  "#1  C.  T.  Dip  &  Dis  ",  which  figures,  letters  and  words 
are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to 
a  mixture  consisting  entirely  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  to- 
gether with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  article  was  represented 
to  consist  entirely  of  a  mixture  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar, 
together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was 
not  "#1  Coal  Tar  Dip  "  or  was  not  a  coal  tar  dip  and  disinfectant,  as  the  case 
might  be,  but  was  a  mixture  of  oils  derived  and  produced  from  coal  tar, 
together  with  soluble  agents,  and  mineral  oil,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  sale 
and  the  said  invoice,  and  the  composition  of  the  article,  it  was  an  imitation 
and  was  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  article. 

On  March  20,  1923,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and 
costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

8S5.  Adulteration  and  misbranding   of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant." 

U.  S.  v.  One  Barrel  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinf ectant."  Default 
decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  sale  or  destruction.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1127.    S.  No.  140.) 

On  April  27,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Colorado, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  of  one  barrel  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant ".  It  was  alleged 
in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  January  17,  1922,  by 
the  Post  Chemical  Manufacturing  Company,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  from  the  State 
of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Colorado,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it 
remained  unsold  at  Denver,  Colo.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
words  and  statement  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil 
Disinfectant  Inert  Matter  H20  18%"  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  the  barrel 
containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality 
of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  matter  or  substances,  that 
is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to 
wit,  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  18  per  centum ;  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  contain  inert 
matter  or  substances,  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  18  per  centum. 
Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  words  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant ",  appearing  in  the  label  borne 
on  the  said  barrel,  represented,  and  are  commonly  and  generally  understood 
and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  pine 
trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and 
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general  understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  article  was  repre- 
sented to  consist  entirely  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  to- 
gether with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
consist  entirely  of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with 
soluble  agents,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  had  been  substituted 
in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words  regarding  the  ar- 
ticle, to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant "  appearing  in  the  label  borne 
on  the  said  barrel,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  words 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  they  purported  and  represented  that  the  article  was  composed  entirely 
of  oils  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents; 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  was  not  composed  entirely  of  oils  obtained 
and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  but  was  composed 
of  mineral  oil  and  pine  oil,  soap  and  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil, 
which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi, 
to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  barrel  con- 
taining the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  so  present  therein 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  barrel. 

On  January  26,  1923,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  should  be  sold  by  the  United  States  marshal,  or  de- 
stroyed if  no  sale  could  be  effected. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

S8G.  Atlnlteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Fidelity  Louse  Powder."    U.  S.  v. 

Fidelity  Remedy  Company.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine  $20 
and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1130.    Dom.  No.  15937.) 

On  May  31,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  the 
Fidelity  Remedy  Company,  a  corporation,  Council  Bluffs,  Iowa,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010,  on  or  about 
November  15,  1020,  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Fidelity  Louse  Powder",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
bra  oded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Fidelity  Louse  Powder — 
100%  Active ",  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  cartons 
containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  thereof  were 
such  that  it  consisted  entirely  of  active  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances 
that  do  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects;  whereas,  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which 
it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist  entirely  of  active 
ingredients,  but  did  consist  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances 
other  than  cresols,  that  is  to  say,  subtances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel 
or  mitigate  insects. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "Fidelity  Louse  Powder — 100%  Active"  and  "As  a  Pre- 
ventive:— Before  setting  a  hen  apply  the  powders  thoroughly  and  sprinkle 
some  in  the  nests.  Mites  are  very  disastrous  to  little  chicks  and  every  precau- 
tion should  he  taken  to  keep  the  hen  and  nests  free  from  these  parasites. 
Sprinkle  Fidelity  Louse  Powder  in  the  laying  nests  and  in  the  dust  bath.  This 
will  assist  greatly  in  keeping  your  poultry  free  from  *  *  *  mites.  Fidelity 
Louse  Powder  can  also  be  used  effectively  in  eradicating  external  parasites 
from  dogs  and  other  pels,"  borne  <>n  each  <>f  the  Labels  affixed  to  each  ol  the 
said  cartons,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  consisted  entirely  of  active 
ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or 
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mitigate  insects,  and  that,  when  used  as  directed,  it  would  be  effective  against 
mites  and  in  eradicating  all  external  parasites  from  dogs  and  other  pets; 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in 'fact,  it  did  not  consist  entirely  of  active  ingredients, 
but  did  consist  partially  of  inert  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
cresols,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  when  used  as  directed,  the  said  article  would  not  be  effective 
against  mites,  or  in  eradicating  all  external  parasites  from  dogs  and  other 
pets. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  cresols,  which  said 
inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert 
substances,  or  ingredients,  so  present  therein,  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cartons 
containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances,  or  ingredients, 
so  present  therein,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or 
affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  cartons. 

On  February  28,  1923,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was 
entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of 
$20  and  costs. 

Henky  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

« 

887.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant 
Compound."  IT.  S.  v.  The  Britton  T.  &  S.  P.  Day  Co.  Plea  of  nolo 
contendere.    Fine  $10  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1131.    Dom.  No.  16921.) 

On  June  17,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The 
Britton  T.  &  S.  P.  Day  Company,  a  corporation,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
September  21,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Compound  which  was  an  adulter- 
ated and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.  The  article 
was  invoiced  as  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit.  "  Inert  Matter  Water  not 
to  exceed  8%",  appearing  on  the  label  borne  on  each  of  the  barrels  containing 
the  article,  purported  and  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  matter  or  substances,  that  is  to 
say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
bacteria,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  eight  per  centum ;  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained  inert  matter, 
or  substances,  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  eight  per  centum.  Adultera- 
tion was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  words  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Dis- 
infectant ",  borne  on  the  invoice  covering  the  article,  purported  and  represented 
and  are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  apply 
to  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together 
with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and  general  understand- 
ing and  acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  article  was  represented  to  consist 
entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees, 
together  with  soluble  agents ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did  not 
so  consist  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  had  been  substituted  in 
part  for  said  soluble  pine  oil  disinfectant. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  regarding  the  article, 
to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant ",  horne  on  the  said  invoice,  are  com- 
monly and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a  mix- 
ture consisting  entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced 
from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  article 
was  represented  to  consist  entirely  of  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained 
and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  a  soluble  pine  oil  disinfectant  but  was  a 
mixture  of  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees, 
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together  with  soluhle  agents,  and  mineral  oil,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  said 
article  was  an  imitation  of  and  was  offered  for  sale  and  sold  under  the  name  of 
another  article. 

Misbranding  was  aileged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil,  which  said  inert 
substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit.  bacteria, 
and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said 
inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  label  borne  on.  or  affixed  to.  each  or  any  of  the  barrels  containing 
the  article:  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in 
the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed 
to  each  or  any  of  the  said  barrels. 

On  July  19,  1922,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  S10  and 
costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

888.  Misbranding    of    "  Soln-Pinol."     TT.    S.    v.    Missouri-Kansas  Chemical 

Corporation.     Plea  of  srnilty.     Fine  $10  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1134. 

Dom.  No.  16657.) 

On  January  16,  1922.  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against* 
the  Missouri-Kansas  Chemical  Corporation,  a  corporation,  trading  at  that 
time  at  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  June  1,  1921,  from  the  State  of 
Missouri  into  the  State  of  Nebraska,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Solu-Pinol,"  which 
was  a  misbranded   fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit.  water,  which  said 
inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
bacteria,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance 
so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any 
label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  can  containing  the  article ;  nor.  in  lieu  thereof, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  can. 

On  May  31,  1922.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed   a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

889.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    of    "Anti-Germ."     C.    S.    v.    John  M. 

Baptiate  and  >i«ry  s.  fiai>ti«te  U  nited  Chemical  Companies.)  Plea* 
of  guilty.     Fine  *  1 0  and  eoxts.     (I.  &  I\  No.  1135.     Dom.  No.  16669.) 

On  July  11,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  tbe 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
John  M.  Baptiste  and  Mary  S.  Baptiste,  trading  as  the  United  Chemical 
Companies,  Kansas  City.  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants,  in  violation 
of  the  Insect ioide  Act  of  1010.  on  or  about  June  14,  1021.  from  the  State  of 
Missouri  into  the  State  of  Nebraska,  of  a  quantity  of  "Anti-Germ,"  which 
was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  tlic  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit.  "Inert  matter— water  not  over 
Tii'/."  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  cans  containing 
the  article,  purported  and  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 
such  that  it  contained  inert  matter,  that  is  to  say.  substances  that  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit.  bacteria,  in  a  proportion 
not  greater  than  70  per  centum:  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold, 
in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  contain  inert  matter  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  70  per  centum. 
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Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Inert  matter — water  not  over  70%,"  "Anti-Germ  Perfect 
*  *  *  Germicide ",  "Anti-Germ  *  *  *  proved  by  scientific  tests  to  be 
more  than  one-half  as  powerful  in  killing  disease  germs  as  pure  Carbolic 
Acid  ",  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  said  cans,  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  article  contained  inert  matter  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than 
70  per  centum,  that  it  was  a  perfect  germicide  and  would  kill  all  germs,  and 
that  it  was  more  than  one-half  as  powerful  as  pure  carbolic  acid  in  killing 
disease  germs;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained  inert  matter  in  a 
proportion  greater  than  70  per  centum,  it  was  not  a  perfect  germicide  and 
would  not  kill  all  germs,  and  it  was  not  more  than  one-half  as  powerful  as 
pure  carbolic  acid  in  killing  all  disease  germs. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  matter  or  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil,  which 
said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
hacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of 
the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans 
containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  prop- 
erties, and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne 
on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  cans. 

On  January  27,  1923,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

890.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Coal  Tar  Compound."  U.  S.  v.  The 
Weigle  Co.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine  $20  and  costs.  (I.  &  P. 
No.  1140.    Dom.  No.  17215.) 

On  July  1,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The 
Weigle  Company,  a  corporation,  trading  as  the  Sterling  Chemical  Company, 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  November  7,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into 
the  State  of  West  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Coal  Tar  Compound  ",  which  was 
an  adulterated  anci  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.  The 
product  was  shipped  in  response  to  an  order  for  one  barrel  of  "  Disinfectant 
(Coal  Tar)  ". 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Matter  10%  Water  ", 
borne  on  the  barrel  containing  the  said  article,  purported  and  professed  that 
the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert 
matter,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  10  per  centum ; 
whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  contain 
inert  matter  in  a  proportion  greater  than  10  per  centum.  It  was  alleged  in 
substance  in  the  information  that  the  product  further  violated  the  said  act  in 
that  it  was  sold  as  a  coal  tar  disinfectant,  a  product  commonly  and  generally 
understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a  mixture  consisting  entirely 
of  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together  with  soluble  agents, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  sale  the  article  was  represented  to  consist  entirely 
of  a  mixture  of  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar,  together  with 
soluble  agents ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  did  not  so  consist, 
but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  has  been  substituted  in  part  for  the 
said  coal  tar  disinfectant. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  was  sold  as  coal  tar  dis- 
infectant, a  product  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean 
and  to  apply  to  a  mixture  consisting  entirely  of  substances  obtained  and  pro- 
duced from  coal  tar,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
sale  and  the  said  common  and  general  understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  said 
words,  to  wit,  "Disinfectant  (Coal  Tar)",  the  article  was  represented  to  con- 
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sist  entirely  of  a  mixture  of  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar, 
together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  so  con- 
sist but  was  a  mixture  of  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  coal  tar, 
together  with  soluble  agents,  and  mineral  oil,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  sale 
the  article  was  an  imitation  and  was  offered  for  sale  and  sold  under  the  name 
of  another  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  mineral  oil  and  water, 
which  said  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients,  so  present  therein,  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  barrel  containing  the  article;  nor, 
in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  so  present  in  the  article,  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  barrel. 

On  March  20,  1923,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and 
costs. 

Hexry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

891.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Albatross  Creola."     U.  S.  v.  Gen- 
eral Basic  Products  Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $10.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1145.    Dom.  No.  17019.) 

On  September  8,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  General  Basic  Products  Company,  a  corporation,  Seattle,  Wash.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
September  12, 1921,  from  the  State  of  Washington  into  the  State  of  California,  of 
a  quantity  of  "Albatross  Creola  ",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded 
fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Pigment  and  Binder,  95%  ; 
Soluble  Cresols,  5%,"  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said 
article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  matter  or  substances,  that  is  to  say, 
substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  in  the  proportion 
of  five  per  centum ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  it  did  contain  inert  matter  in  a  proportion  greater  than  95  per  centum 
and  did  contain  no  soluble  cresols. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the 
article  to  wit,  14  Inert  Pigment  and  Binder,  95% ;  Soluble  Cresols,  5%," 
borne  on  each  of  the  said  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of 
the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained 
inert  matter,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or 
mitigate  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  95  per  centum  and  i liar 
it  contained  soluble  cresols,  which  said  substance  does  prevent  destroy,  repel 
or  mitigate  f  unci,  in  the  proportion  of  five  per  centum ;  whereas,  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  inert  matter  in  a  porportion  greater  than 
95  per  con  turn  and  contained  no  soluble  cresols.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the  article  to  wit,  "Al- 
batross Creola,  A  white  disinfectant  paint  in  the  dry  powdered  form  *  * 
Keep  the  quarters  *  *  *  sanitary  with  *  *  *  Albatross  Creola  *  *  * 
Excellent  for  use  in  chicken  houses,  stables,  dog  houses,  hog  houses,  dairies, 
outhouses,  etc  *  *  *  Keep  the  animals*  quarter  clean  and  sanitary. 
•  *  *  The  tree  use  of  Creola  will  aid  in  keeping  down  to  a  minimum  con- 
tagious diseases,  such  as  white  diarrhea,  cholera,  mange,  roup,  etc.,  as  well 
as  diseases  of  the  mouth  and  feet,"  borne  on  each  of  the  said  labels,  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they 
represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  was  a  disinfectant,  that  it 
would  keep  animals'  quarters  clean  and  sanitary,  that  it  would  keep  chicken 
houses,  stables,  dog  houses,  hog  houses,  dairies,  outhouses,  etc.,  sanitary,  and 
that  it' would  be  valuable  as  a  disinfectant  for  white  diarrhea,  cholera,  mange, 
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roup,  etc.,  a  well  as  diseases  of  the  mouth  and  foot;  whereas,  in  truth  and 
in  fact,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  was  not  a  disinfectant,  it 
would  not  keep  animals'  quarters  clean  and  sanitary,  it  would  not  keep 
chicken  houses,  stables,  dog  houses,  hog  houses,  dairies,  outhouses,  etc., 
sanitary  and  it  would  not  be  valuable  as  a  disinfectant  for  white  diarrhea, 
cholera,  mange,  roup,  etc.,  or  diseases  of  the  mouth  and  foot. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  coal  tar  neutral 
oils,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate 
fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on,  or  affixed  to,  each  or 
any  of  the  packages  containing  the  said  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
said  inert  substances  so  present  therein,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each 
or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  packages. 

On  July  9,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

892.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Soluble  Pine   Oil  "Disinfectant." 

U.  S.  v.  2  Barrels  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  Default  decree 
of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1160.  S. 
No.  142.) 

On  or  about  July  26,  1922,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of 
Connecticut,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  two  barrels  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  It  was 
alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  May  2,  1922, 
by  the  Post  Chemical  Manufacturing  Company,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  from  the  State 
of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it 
remained  unsold  at  New  Haven,  Conn.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  fungicide  Within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
words  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  borne  on 
the  invoice  transmitted  to  the  consignee,  covering  the  article,  were  commonly 
and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a  substance,  or 
substances,  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and  general  understanding  and  acceptance 
of  the  said  words  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  represented 
to  be  such  that  it  consisted  entirely  of  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained 
and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist  entirely 
of  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together 
with  soluble  agents,  but  did  contain  and  did  consist  partially  of,  a  substance, 
to  wit,  mineral  oil. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  words  regarding 
the  article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pin  Oil  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  said  invoice, 
purported  and  represented,  and  are  commonly  understood  and  accepted  to  mean 
and  to  apply  to  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced  from  pine 
trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and 
general  understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  said  words,  the  article  was  rep- 
resented to  consist  entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced 
from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
it  did  not  consist  entirely  of  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced 
from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  but  another  substance,  to  wit, 
mineral  oil,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words  regarding  the  article, 
to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  borne  on  the  said  invoice,  are  com- 
monly and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean  and  to  apply  to  a  mix- 
ture consisting  entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances,  obtained  and  produced 
from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  words 
and  the  said  common  and  general  understanding  of  their  meaning,  the  article 
was  represented  to  consist  entirely  of  a  substance,  or  substances,  obtained  and 
produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and 
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in  truth,  it  was  not  a  soluble  pine  oil  disinfectant  but  was  a  mixture  of  a  sub- 
stance or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees,  together  with 
soluble  agents,  and  mineral  oil,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  words  and  of  the  said 
composition  of  the  article  it  was  an  imitation  and  was  offered  for  sale  and 
sold  under  the  name  of  another  article,  to  wit,  soluble  pine  oil  disinfectant. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil, 
which  said  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  to 
wit,  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  said  inert  substances,  or  ingredients,  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on,  or  affixed  to, 
each  or  either  of  the  barrels  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances, or  ingredients,  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on,  or  affixed  to,  each  or  either  of  the  said 
barrels. 

On  May  29,  1923,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

893.  Misbranding:  of  "  Eagle  Mange  Ointment."  U.  S.  v.  The  Eagle  Com- 
pany. Plea  of  g-uilty.  Fine  $10,  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1161.  Dom. 
No.  17217.) 

On  October  27,  1922,  the  United  States  Atoorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
The  Eagle  Company,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Kansas  City.  Kans..  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  November  18,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia ,of  a  quantity  of  "  Eagle  Mange  Ointment,"  which  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  wras  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  M  EAGLE  MANGE  OINT- 
MENT. For  the  Treatment  of  all  forms  of  mange  including  the  follicular 
type.  *  *  *  INDICATIONS  Wherever  a  local  application  is  necessary 
in  the  treatment  of  all  form  of  mange."  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed 
to  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and 
varieties  and  all  forms  of  mange,  and  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of 
all  forms  of  mange,  including  the  follicular  type ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  in  the  treatment 
of  all  types  and  varieties  and  all  forms  of  mange,  nor  would  it  be  effective 
in  the  treatment  of  all  forms  of  mange,  including  the  follicular  type. 

On  November  6,  1922,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and 
costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

894.    Adulteration    ami    in  i  w  !►  rn  ml  i  n  «•    of    **  Soluble    fin."    Oil  nisiiif.'cljinl." 

U.  St   v.  The   Poal   Chemical    Manufacturing  Co.    Pleas   of  uuiity. 
Fine*  $10  and  coata.     (I.  ft  V.  Nos.  111!),  1166.    Dom.  Nos.  16528,  17902.) 

On  April  17,  and  December  13.  1022.  respectively,  the  United  States  Attorney 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Ohio,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district, 
informations  against  the  Post  Chemical  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion, alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910,  in  two  consignments,  namely,  on  or  about  July  7,  1021,  from  the  State 
of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Georgia,  and  on  or  about  January  17.  1922,  from  the 
State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Colorado  of  quantities  of  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Dis- 
infectant." which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  said  act.  The  former  consignment  of  the  article  was  contained  in  30 
drums;  the  latter  consignment  was  contained  in  one  barrel. 
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Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Inert  Matter  H20 
18%  "  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  the  barrel  containing  a  portion  of  the 
article,  and  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Inert  water 
matter  not  to  exceed  18%  "  appearing  in  the  label  borne  on  each  of  the  drums 
containing  the  remainder  thereof,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  inert  matter,  or 
substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  bacteria,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  18  per 
centum ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  it  contained  inert  matter  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  18  per 
centum. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  words,  "  Soluble  Pine 
Oil  Disinfectant "  appearing  in  the  labels  borne  on  the  said  barrel  and  drums 
represented  and  are  commonly  and  generally  understood  and  accepted  to  mean 
and  to  apply  to  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine 
trees,  together  with  soluble  agents,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  common  and 
general  understanding  of  the  said  words,  the  article  was  represented  to  consist 
entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees, 
together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  consist 
entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from  pine  trees, 
together  with  soluble  agents,  but  another  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  had 
been  substituted  in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Soluble  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant,"  appearing  in  the  labels  borne 
on  the  said  barrel  and  drums  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  purported  and  represented  that  the  article  was 
composed  entirely  of  a  substance  or  substances  obtained  and  produced  from 
pine  trees,  together  with  soluble  agents;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it 
was  not,  but  was  composed  of  mineral  oil,  pine  oil,  soap  and  water. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  mineral  oil, 
which  said  inert  substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi, 
to  wit,  bacteria,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the 
barrel  or  drums  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  the  labels  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  barrel  and  drums. 

On  March  21,  and  May  20,  1923,  respectively,  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mations were  entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  im- 
posed fines  in  the  aggregate  sum  of  $40,  together  with  the  costs. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

895.  Misbranding  of  "Aphis  Killer."     U.  S.  v.  Sterling  Chemical  Company, 
a  corporation.    Plea  of  nolo   contendere.     Fine  $25.     (I.   &  P.  No. 

1172.    Dom.  No.  16744.) 

On  January  31,  1923,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Sterling  Chemical  Company,  a  corporation,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  May  4,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into  the  State  of  Maine, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Aphis  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "Aphis  Killer  For  use  against 
most  Aphis,  Sucking  Insects  and  Spiders  on  fruit  trees,  shrubs,  vines,  flowers 
and  plants.  Useful  against  most  sucking  insects  on  potatoes,  fruit  trees, 
garden  vines,  shrubs  or  house  plants.  Excellent  for  use  against  the  potato 
and  pea  louse,"  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  cans  con- 
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taining  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  purported  and  represented  that  the  aricle,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  aphids,  would  be  effective  against 
most  aphis,  sucking  insects  and  spiders  on  fruit  trees,  would  be  effective 
against  most  sucking  insects  on  potatoes,  fruit  trees,  garden  vines,  shrubs,  or 
house  plants,  and  would  be  effective  against  the  potato  and  pea  louse :  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be 
effective  against  aphids,  would  not  be  effective  against  most  aphis,  sucking 
insects  and  spiders  on  fruit  trees,  would  not  be  effective  against  most  sucking 
insects  on  potatoes,  fruit  trees,  garden  vines,  shrubs  or  house  plants  and  would 
not  be  effective  against  the  potato  and  pea  louse. 

On  February  16,  1923,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was 
entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

896.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    of   **  Licreso    Ijiquor   Cresoli*  Comp. 

U.  S.  P."  U.  S.  v.  National  Pharmacy  Company.  Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine  $200.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1178.    Dom.  No.  17569.) 

On  May  14,  1923,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  National  Pharmacy  Company,  a  corporation,  Oakland,  Calif.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  April  15,  1922,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, of  a  quantity  of  "  Licreso  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.  U.  S.  P."  which  was  an 
adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  words  and  letters  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Liquor 
Cresolis  Comp.  U.  S.  P."  borne  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  barrel  containing 
the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the 
article  were  the  standard  and  quality  of  Liquor  Cresolis  Com  posit  us  com- 
pounded according  to  the  formula  prescribed  in  the  Pharmacopoeia  of  the 
United  States ;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
said  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  not  the  stand- 
ard and  quality  of  liquor  cresolis  compositus  compounded  according  to  the 
formula  prescribed  in  the  said  pharmacopoeia,  but  the  said  article  did  contain 
more  water  and  glycerine  and  less  soap  than  are  contaned  in  liquor  cresolis 
compositus  compounded  according  to  the  formula  prescribed  in  the  said 
pharmacopoeia. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.  U.  S.  P."  and  "  Disinfectant  *  *  * 
Germicide  *  *  *  Suitable  for  use  in  drains  *  *  *  ",  borne  on  the  label 
aflixed  to  the  said  barrel,  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  possessed  the  required  strength 
for  liquor  cresolis  compositus  as  compounded  according  to  the  formula  pre- 
scribed  in  the  Pharmacopoeia  of  the  United  States,  and  that  when  used  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  it  would  disinfect  drains  under  prac- 
tical conditions  of  application:  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  did  not  possess 
the  required  strength  for  liquor  cresolis  compositus  as  compounded  by  the 
formula  prescribed  by  the  said  pharmacopoeia,  but  il  did  possess  a  lesser  or 
weaker  strength  in  that  it  did  contain  more  water  and  glycerine  and  less 
soap  than  are  contained  in  liquor  cresolis  compositus  compounded  accord- 
ing to  the  formula  prescribed  in  the  said  pharmacopoeia,  and  when  used  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  the  said  article  would  not  disinfect 
drains  under  practical  conditions  of  application. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit.  water  and  glycerine,  which  said  inert 
substances  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  rei>el  or  mitigate  fungi,  and  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances 
or  ingredients,  so  present  therein,  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  barrel  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu 
thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance 
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or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  substances  so  present  herein,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  said  barrel. 

On  May  25,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $200. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

897.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Columbia  Louse  Paste."    U.  S.  v. 

The  F.  C.  Sturtevant  Company.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $10.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  3180.    Dom.  No.  17087.) 

On  February  24,  1923,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Connec- 
ticut, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  the  F.  C. 
Sturtevant  Company,  a  corporation,  Hartford,  Conn.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  October  20, 
1920,  from  the  State  of  Connecticut  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Columbia  Louse  Paste  ",  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecti- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Matter  10  Per  Cent ", 
borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  purported 
and  represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  it 
contained  inert  matter,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  10  per  centum ; 
whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained 
inert  matter  in  a  proportion  greater  than  ten  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  the  ar- 
ticle, to  wit,  "  Inert  Matter  10  Per  Cent ",  "  Columbia  Louse  Paste  *  *  * 
Apply  the  Louse  Paste  under  the  wings,  between  the  legs,  and  around  the  vent. 
This  will  kill  the  vermin  and  keep  lice  from  gathering  there  for  a  long  time  ", 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements. the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  con- 
tained inert  matter  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  ten  per  centum,  and  that, 
when  used  as  directed,  it  would  be  effective  against  chicken  lice ;  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  inert  matter  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
ten  per  centum,  and,  when  used  as  directed,  the  said  article  would  not  be  effec- 
tive against  chicken  lice. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  substances  which,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  in- 
tended and  directed  by  the  statements  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  were  inert  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each 
or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  cans. 

On  May  1,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

898.  Misbranding  of  "  Columbia  Fly  Killer."     U.  S.  v.  The  F.  C.  Sturtevant 

Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $30.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1181.  Dom.  Nos. 
16993,  17581.) 

On  July  12,  1923,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Connecticut, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against  The 
F.  C.  Sturtevant  Company,  a  corporation,  Hartford,  Conn.,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
April  5,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Connecticut  into  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  and 
on  or  about  April  22,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Connecticut  into  the  State  of 
Washington,  of  quantities  of  "  Columbia  Ply  Killer  ",  which  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  the  information  with  respect  to  the  product 
involved  in  both  consignments  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  to  wit, 


1108 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOARD. 


[S.  R.  A. 


"  Contents  of  the  Can  1  Gal."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
a  portion  of  the  article,  and  the  statement,  to  wit,  M  1  Gallon  ",  impressed  or 
embossed  on  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  said  portion  of  the  article,  and 
the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Contents  1  Quart ",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  containing  the  remainder  of  the  said  article,  represented  that  the  con- 
tents of  each  of  the  said  cans  were  in  terms  of  measure  one  gallon,  or 
one  quart  of  the  article  as  the  case  might  be,  whereas,  the  contents  of 
the  said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  thereof  in  that,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans  were,  in  terms  of 
measure,  less  than  one  gallon,  or  less  than  one  quart,  as  the  case  might  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  involved  in  the  con- 
signment of  April  22,  1922,  into  Washington,  for  the  further  reason  that 
the  statements  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  44  For  Use  in  Poultry  House  Against 
Chicken  Mites  *  *  *  or  paint  the  bottom  of  a  box  and  confine  the  fowls 
for  half  an  hour  covering  over  top  of  box  with  sack  or  piece  of  carpet ", 
borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in 
that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be 
an  effective  remedy  against  chicken  mites,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
it  would  not. 

On  June  12,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $30. 

Henry  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

899.  Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  "  Dry  Pow<lered  Arsenate  of  Load." 
U.  S.  v.  The  Sb.erTFin-WiUia.ma  Company.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine 
$100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1186.    Dom.  No.  175G2.) 

On  June  4,  1923,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
The  Sherwin-Williams  Company,  a  corporation,  Emeryville,  Calif.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  February  25,  1922,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State  of  Wash- 
ington, of  a  quantity  of  "Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Lead",  which  was  an 
adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  intended  for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  potatoes  and  vegetable 
crops,  as  a  dust,  and  when  so  used  upon  and  applied  to  certain  vegetable  crops 
the  said  article  would  be  seriously  injurious  to  such  crops. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  regarding  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Potatoes  and  vegetable  crops  may  be  dusted  with  Dry  Arsenate 
of  Lead  alone  *  *  *",  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  atlixed  to  each  of  the 
packages  containing  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of 
the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  article  could  be  safely 
used  alone  on  all  vegetable  crops;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  could  not 
be  safely  used  alone  on  all  vegetable  crops,  but  would  be  seriously  injurious 
to  certain  vegetable  crops  when  so  used. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  (he  statement  regard- 
ing the  article,  to  wit,  **  Four  Pounds — Net  Weight",  borne  on  each  of  the 
labels  aflixed  to  each  of  the  said  packages,  represented  that  the  contents  of 
each  of  the  packages  were,  in  terms  of  weight,  four  pounds  of  the  article; 
whereas,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  packages  were  not  correctly  stated 
on  the  outside  thereof,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  contents  were,  in 
terms  of  weight,  less  than  four  pounds  of  the  article. 

On  June  IS,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  Information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  .$100. 

Henry  C.  Wallace. 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

OOO.   Adulteration    mnl   inMiriinillni:  Dl  MA<   D.    8.   Roacb    l'o*\  il  «>r."      I.   8.  v. 

American  Dragglitw  Syndicate.    Plea  of  gallty.    Fine  B190.    (I.  &  F. 

No.  1198.    Dom.  No.  172G3.) 
On  June  28.  1023,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
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the  American  Druggists  Syndicate,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  April  6,  1922,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
of  a  quantity  of  "A.  D.  S.  Roach  Powder  "  which  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Fluoride  40% ", 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  purported  and 
represented  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it 
contained  sodium  fluoride  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum ; 
whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed  stand- 
ard and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  con- 
tained sodium  fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than  40  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement 
regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Fluoride  40%  ",  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  said  cans,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  article  contained  sodium  fluoride 
in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  40  per  centum ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
it  contained  sodium  fluoride  in  a  proportion  less  than  40  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement  regarding 

the  article,  to  wit,  "  Contents  4  Ozs.    Av."  borne  on  the  labels 

affixed  to  the  said  cans,  represented  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans 
were,  in  terms  of  weight,  not  less  than  4  ounces  of  the  article ;  whereas,  the, 
contents  of  each  of  the  said  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  of  the 
cans  containing  the  article,  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  contents  of  certain 
of  the  said  cans  were,  in  terms  of  weight,  less  than  4  ounces  of  the  article. 

On  July  9,  1923,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

Henky  C.  Wallace, 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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